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ABSTRACT
Both ‘disaster preparedness’ and ‘public pedagogy’ have been broadly defned 
and diversely utilised. Preparedness has been dealt with in disciplines such 
as civil engineering, the sociology of disasters, public health and psychology, 
rather than education. Recently, inquiries into the learning and teaching 
of preparedness have increased in the feld of education. Some position 
preparedness education within the feld of public pedagogy. However, 
conceptual discussion as to how and why the two felds are associated has 
been limited. The primary aim of this paper is to fl this gap by drawing on 
public pedagogy literature that conceptualises ‘publics’ and ‘pedagogies’. 
In doing so, the paper atempts to respond to cal for Problematizing Public 
Pedagogy.
Introduction
This paper contributes to the conceptualisation of two growing sub-disciplines in education: ‘prepared-
ness education’ and ‘public pedagogy’. Both concepts have been broadly defned and diversely utilised, 
and the treatment of ‘preparedness education’ as part of ‘public pedagogy’ has been increasingly seen 
in recent literature (e.g. Chadderton 2015a; Izumi and Shaw 2014; Preston 2012; Preston et al. 2011). 
However, conceptual discussion as to how and why the two felds are associated has been limited; this 
paper aims to fl this gap. The approach taken here is frst, to review the intra-relationships within each 
concept – ‘preparedness’ as ‘education’ and ‘publicness’ of ‘pedagogy’ – and then to discuss the inter-re-
lationship of the two concepts, situating ‘preparedness education’ in the realm of ‘public pedagogy’. The 
paper broadly uses the term ‘preparedness education’ to encompass ‘civil defence education’, ‘emergency 
education’ and ‘disaster education’, which are utilised in preparedness literature.
Preston (2012, 1) reminds us that reparedness education is a relatively ‘new enquiry in the feld of 
education’. According to the United Nations (UN/ISDR 2008), ‘preparedness’ refers to ‘capacities and 
knowledge developed by governments, professional response organisations, communities and indi-
viduals to anticipate and respond efectively to the impact of likely, imminent or curent hazard events 
or conditions’. Governments are pressured to enhance preparedness for disaster scenarios, whether 
man-made or natural, in order to cope with increasing and diversifying risks and threats. Preparedness 
operations are implemented through diverse methods including leafets, warning signs, school curic-
ular, broadcasting and social media. Their purpose is to urge citizens to think about ‘what they would 
do’ and ‘how they would respond’ in case of a disaster. Such operations have tended to be considered 
as ‘information transmission’ rather than educational activities (Preston 2012, 3). Moving beyond such 
‘advertising or public relations models’, Preston (2012, 3) proposes a ‘pedagogical’ approach based on 
models of learning and teaching because preparedness activities are educational, aiming to change 
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‘individual conditions concerning emergencies’, including behaviours, emotions and perceptions. 
Instead of providing individuals with ‘instruction’, pedagogies of preparedness ‘engage individuals in 
learning about emergency situations whether in preparation, response or recovery from a disaster’ 
(Preston 2012, 3). The observation that preparedness has been dealt with in disciplines such as risk 
management, civil engineering, sociology of disasters, public health and psychology, rather than edu-
cation also applies to disaster-prone countries like New Zealand and Japan that have a rich history of 
preparedness (Chadderton 2015b; Kitagawa 2015a).
‘Public pedagogy’ is generaly understood as ‘various forms, processes, and sites of education and 
learning beyond or outside formal schooling’ (Burdick, Sandlin, and O’Maley 2014, 2). As an outcome 
of an extensive mapping exercise, Sandlin, O’Maley, and Burdick (2011) suggested a typology of pub-
lic pedagogy literature as folows: (1) citizenship within and beyond schools; (2) popular culture and 
everyday life; (3) informal institutions and public spaces; (4) dominant cultural discourses; and (5) public 
intelectualism and social activism. The exercise revealed that the term had been ‘given a variety of 
defnitions and meanings by those who employ it’ (Burdick, Sandlin, and O’Maley 2014, 2), and what 
‘public’ means ‘is almost unexplored in the literature’ (Sandlin, O’Maley, and Burdick 2011, 365). Burdick, 
Sandlin, and O’Maley (2014) in their subsequent book Problematizing Public Pedagogy reinforce their 
concern towards this ‘fragile’ nature of public pedagogy literature in which ‘authors often citing the 
term without adequately explicating its meaning, context, or location with difering and contested 
articulation of the construct’. Their cal for ‘problematising public pedagogy’ aims to diminish ‘con-
ceptual confusion’ and to endorse ‘distinct theorizations’ (Burdick, Sandlin, and O’Maley 2014, 3). To 
achieve this, three questions are posed: (1) how are the terms ‘public’ and ‘pedagogy’ conceptualised? 
(2) what is ‘pedagogical’ about ‘public pedagogy’? and (3) why ‘pedagogical’, not ‘curicular’ (Burdick, 
Sandlin, and O’Maley 2014, 5)? This paper aims to respond mainly to the frst question in relation to 
preparedness education scholarship.
Methodologicaly, this paper uses a wide range of preparedness education literature and public 
pedagogy literature. Few educationalists have discussed disaster preparedness (Preston 2012).1 This 
paper consequently draws on the smal group of authors who have writen about the learning and 
teaching of preparedness. The leading scholar is Preston, whose sole-authored theoretical contributions 
(2008, 2010, 2012, 2015), as wel as co-authored pieces (2011, 2014) have focused on empirical fndings. 
The paper also interogates other developments that connect disaster education to public pedagogy 
(Chadderton 2015a, 2015b; Kitagawa, forthcoming). It should be noted that there is a rich body of 
literature available on preparedness ‘curicula’ (e.g. Adamson 2014; Johnson et al. 2014), which focuses 
on ‘what should be learned and taught’. It is signifcant to diferentiate the two areas for the purpose 
of the discussion on ‘public pedagogy’. In terms of public pedagogy literature, based on the typol-
ogy ofered by Sandlin, O’Maley, and Burdick (2011), the paper reviews wide-ranging resources from 
their subsequent book of 2014, Problematizing Public Pedagogy, and the Handbook of Public Pedagogy 
(Sandlin, Schultz, and Burdick 2010). This paper particularly focuses on two conceptual works from 
Problematizing Public Pedagogy to explore the conceptualisation of ‘public’ and ‘pedagogy’: Savage’s 
(2014) framework of political, popular and concrete publics, and Biesta’s (2014) framework of a pedagogy 
of the public, a pedagogy for the public and a pedagogy in the interest of publicness. As an example of 
preparedness education in the interest of publicness, this paper draws on one particular theory from 
Japan: ‘everyday-life preparedness [seikatsu bosai]’ (Shiroshita 2010; Yamori 2011).
The paper is structured as folows. The frst section discusses the key texts of preparedness education 
to identify how ‘preparedness’ has become educational, and how preparedness education has been 
linked to ‘public pedagogy’. This is folowed by a section on public pedagogy, in which the problema-
tisation of the concept is discussed. The paper then turns to examine Savage’s and Biesta’s frameworks 
which theorise ‘publics’ and ‘pedagogies’. In paralel, the section explores how ‘publics’ in preparedness 
education scholarship can be understood, applying those frameworks. The fnal section focuses on 
‘everyday-life preparedness’, which is a new way of ‘doing’ preparedness curently promoted in Japan. 
The paper concludes that the conceptual association between ‘preparedness education’ and ‘public 
pedagogy’ could be strengthened by the application of the framework of a pedagogy of the public, for 
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the public and in the interest of publicness, which clarifes the nature of ‘publics’ in preparedness edu-
cation scholarship. It is also suggested that the particularity of the feld of preparedness education is 
that preparedness pedagogies cannot solely be in the interest of publicness but require al three forms.
Public pedagogical approaches to disaster preparedness
Preston’s (2008) study on civil defence pedagogies in the US in the 1950s and the UK in the 1980s is one 
of the frst works that considered ‘preparedness’ within the domain of education. Accepting the equiv-
ocal nature of the term, Preston (2008) conceptualises ‘preparedness’ as ‘a set of pedagogical strategies’, 
which encompass governments’ eforts to educate populations in preventing and reducing disaster 
impacts, as wel as raising their readiness for disasters. As Preston (2008, 469) indicates, the chalenge for 
preparedness research lies in the fact unlike other synonyms such as ‘civil defence’, ‘homeland security’ 
and ‘civil contingency’, preparedness is ‘rarely pedagogical in a didactic sense’. Consequently, these 
terms have alowed various interpretations: ‘behavioural (‘Duck and Cover’ drils used from the 1950s 
in the US)’; ‘emotional (the 2005 DfES publication “Geting over 7/7”)’; and ‘cognitive (the short ‘Protect 
and Survive’ flms’ made by the Central Ofce of Information). These ‘preparedness scripts’ (Preston 
2008, 469) are learning and teaching materials which guide the public in how to behave during and 
after an emergency. Preston thus links ‘preparedness’ with ‘pedagogy’ which is about ‘learning how to 
behave’ rather than ‘curiculum’ which is about ‘what should be learnt’, which coresponds to one of the 
questions on ‘public pedagogy’ raised by Burdick, Sandlin, and O’Maley (2014).
A clear link between preparedness and public pedagogy was made in the study that examined a 
security information campaign for citizens in the UK named ‘Preparing for Emergencies’. Preston et al. 
(2011, 760) defne ‘preparedness’ as ‘a form of public pedagogy’, arguing that ‘public education cam-
paigns on “preparedness”’ should be considered ‘within the sphere of education and pedagogy’, ‘rather 
than being associated with public information or marketing’, ‘to consider their functions beyond the 
provision of facts or state propaganda’. Preparedness as a public pedagogy is not only ‘pedagogised’, but 
also ‘politicised’ (Preston et al. 2011, 760) because such state interventions aim to inculcate in the public 
a sense of responsibility and an active learning spirit. As can be seen, the major focus of preparedness 
research has been on the pedagogical nature of preparedness, rather than a discussion on ‘publicness’.
Preston (2012) further classifes six ‘pedagogies of preparedness’, placing ‘public pedagogies’ as one 
of them. The term is refered to as the ‘domains of popular culture which are not frequently considered 
to be an educational arena’ (Preston 2012, 5). This coresponds to Sandlin and Burdick’s (2010, 349 
cited in Preston 2012, 5) broad suggestion that ‘public pedagogies take place in ‘spaces, sites, and 
languages of education and learning that exist outside schools’. The book demonstrates the chang-
ing and diversifying nature of disaster education, which has become ‘a multi-modal phenomena’ in 
terms of ‘pedagogical modalities (afective,2 behavioural, cognitive, performative and “construction 
kit”3)’, types of ‘mass media’ ‘(print media, flm, books, television)’ and more recently, the use of ‘social 
networks’, ‘citizen journalism’ and mobile technologies (Preston 2012, 95). In reference to those ‘new 
media’, Preston (2012, 89, 90) argues that preparedness ‘has penetrated popular culture and individual 
consciousness …. Unlike earlier types of preparedness education (which operated through national 
and civil defence programmes) preparedness has become individuated, not even familial, in nature’. For 
example, ‘zombie apocalypse’ flms are often applied to teach ‘crude lessons’ on preparedness (Preston 
2012, 91–93). Moreover, ‘transmedia activities’, where ‘old media’ (ofcial naratives) and ‘new media’ 
(represented by popular culture) interact and form new naratives ‘both in preparing for disasters and 
as disasters unfold’. ‘Transmedia’ is defned as: ‘the teling of multiple stories in the same (fctional or 
non-fctional) ‘universe’ across multiple platforms’ (Preston 2012, 97). A transmedia audience is described 
as ‘omnivorous (browsing, grazing and searching out new information from a variety of media)’, and also 
‘creative (creating sense from media and developing ‘new’ stories such as fan-fction)’. Preston’s in-depth 
interogation has iluminated the transformative nature of preparedness pedagogies, although with a 
restricted utilisation of the term, ‘public pedagogy’.
4  K. KITAGAWA
Drawing on Preston (2008), Chadderton (2015a) conceptualises ‘civil defence’ (one of the synonyms 
of preparedness) in discussing disaster education in Germany. She discusses the two dimensions of 
disaster education: lifelong education and public pedagogy. Her argument is while disaster education 
is a type of education and learning ‘over the life course, encompassing formal, nonformal and informal 
education’ (Chadderton 2015a, 589), it can also be defned as ‘civil defence pedagogy’, ‘a type of public 
pedagogy’, ‘which contributes to the shaping naratives of national identity’ (Chadderton 2015a, 590). 
That ‘civil defence pedagogy’ is ‘a type of public pedagogy’ is accepted without a consideration as to 
why it is the case.
Chadderton (2015b) also looked at the ‘Resilient New Zealand’ programme promoted by the gov-
ernment of New Zealand, which aims to integrate resilience building at the national, regional and 
community levels. It is suggested that ‘resilience’ can be understood as a ‘public pedagogy’ because 
‘resilience has to be a learned behaviour and resilience is therefore a form of political intervention – 
people have to be taught to be resilient’ (Polard 2014, 199 cited in Chadderton 2015b, 3). Refering to 
Sandlin, O’Maley, and Burdick’s (2011) typology of public pedagogy, Chadderton does situate ‘peda-
gogies of resilience’ under ‘dominant cultural discourses’, which are circulated through public policy, 
political discourse and widespread cultural values. However, the focus of the analysis is on ‘pedagogy’, 
and ‘public’ is taken for granted.
I also refered to ‘public pedagogy’ in describing disaster preparedness in Japan. Examining a wide 
range of laws, policies, initiatives and campaigns developed and implemented by the government, 
researchers, not-for-proft organisations and educational institutions, the paper uses the term to indicate 
one of the pedagogical forms identifed in the case of Japan (Kitagawa, forthcoming). The application 
of the term is generic, and again, no conceptual clarifcation is made as to why preparedness education 
can be considered as ‘a type of public pedagogy’.
An argument may be made that the publicness of preparedness is ‘obvious’ in preparedness edu-
cation because preparedness is a national agenda, and it is under the leadership of government that 
preparedness policies and initiatives are developed; hence it is rather the ‘pedagogy’ element that 
requires investigation. Such perspectives explain the approaches taken in the preparedness research 
examined above. In agreement with Savage (2014, 80), this paper takes a step backward to revise such 
perspectives: ‘public is the framing device used to qualify the pedagogical …. A failure to defne the 
public is a failure to frame the pedagogical’. Before discussing how to frame ‘publics’, the folowing 
section clarifes the major issues raised in the feld of public pedagogy.
‘Problematising public pedagogy’
According to Sandlin, O’Maley, and Burdick (2011), it was in the 1970s when public pedagogy became 
noticeable as ‘a subgenre of inquiry’ in education. Since then, public pedagogy literatures have dis-
cussed ‘educational activity and learning in extrainstitutional spaces and discourses’ (Sandlin, O’Maley, 
and Burdick 2011, 338), some of which seek ‘to broaden and deinstitutionalize conceptualizations of 
teaching, learning, and curiculum across the discipline of education’ (Burdick, Sandlin, and O’Maley 
2014, 2). The diversity of the interpretation and the utilisation of ‘public pedagogy’ is substantiated in 
the Handbook of Public Pedagogy composed in 2010, which includes a range of forms, processes and 
sites of learning ‘in institutions such as museums’, ‘in informal educational sites such as popular culture 
… and the Internet’ and ‘through fgures and sites of activism, including public intelectuals and grass-
roots social movements’ (Burdick, Sandlin, and O’Maley 2014, 2).
The mapping exercise by Sandlin, O’Maley, and Burdick (2011) was a breakthrough in the feld of 
public pedagogy as it demonstrated ‘an overwhelming absence of defnitive and/or clear understanding 
of the term public pedagogy, either in terms of theorizations or empirical accounts’ (Burdick, Sandlin, 
and O’Maley 2014, 4), although with some exceptions which were grounded on ‘feminist, critical, cul-
tural, performative, and/or activist dimensions’ (Burdick, Sandlin, and O’Maley 2014, 2). The uses of the 
term have been ‘mythologizing’ (Burdick, Sandlin, and O’Maley 2014, 3) and ‘totalizing’ (Savage 2010 
cited in Burdick, Sandlin, and O'Maley 2014, 3). One example of such uses can be identifed in Salvio’s 
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(2014) study, in which Bataglia’s photographic works of anti-mafa movements is positioned as a public 
pedagogy. This type of public pedagogy fals under the second category of Sandlin et al.’s typology: 
‘informal learning and educational experiences that take place outside formal schooling within popular 
culture, popular media and everyday life’, such as ‘advertising, cinema and social media’ (Salvio 2014, 
101). Refering to Giroux, who contributed to the development of ‘how public pedagogy … perpetuates 
dominant, neo-liberal values’, Salvio (2014, 101) suggests public pedagogy ‘at times imposes a hegem-
onic force, while at other times is used to enact cultural and political resistance and counter-hegemonic 
possibilities as wel as generate critical engagements with knowledge that is difcult to recognise or 
to come to terms with’. This is then demonstrated through the analysis of Bataglia’s works. As Salvio 
(2014, 101) herself indicates, ‘public pedagogy is understood as “a fuid concept”’.
The lack of theorisations identifed in the mapping exercise was further clarifed by Burdick, Sandlin, 
and O’Maley (2014, 5) who asked three questions: (1) how are the terms ‘public’ and ‘pedagogy’ concep-
tualised? (2) what is ‘pedagogical’ about ‘public pedagogy’? and (3) why ‘pedagogical’, not ‘curicular’? 
Folowing the ‘problematizing public pedagogy’ cal, Savage (2014, 79) strongly states that ‘both public 
and pedagogy tend to lack clarity and together produce a theoretical haze, rendering the term both 
deceptive and theoreticaly airy’. This paper approaches these problems drawing initialy on Savage’s 
(2014) strategy, which is to establish ‘clarity over what we mean by public’ (Savage 2014, 80):
public is the framing device used to qualify the pedagogical. By framing the pedagogical, the public maps the terain 
through which pedagogical forces are claimed to be operating …. It is through this act of framing that a particular 
public is evoked, and this ‘evoked public’ is that which is ostensibly educated.
Researchers wil be ‘lost in the wilderness from the onset’ if they ‘do not clarify the public they are evoking 
when using the term public pedagogy’ (Savage 2014, 81). From here, Savage (2014) introduces three 
diferent publics: political, popular and concrete. This paper frst employs this framework to probe the 
question of ‘public’ in disaster preparedness research.
Political, popular and concrete publics in preparedness education
The frst public is political and was originated in the idea of ‘a specifc polity’ in political philosophy. 
According to Savage (2014), this public shares the ‘membership of a particular political feld’, being 
spatialy bounded and refered to as ‘the’ public rather than ‘a’ public. In Sandlin et al.’s typology, this 
public comes under ‘dominant cultural discourses’. An apparent example of this group is the nation 
state. Almost al preparedness education research is about political publics because the state is the 
primary stakeholder in making sure of national survival and security. Savage (2014, 83) indicates two 
chalenges in evoking a political version of public pedagogy. The frst is that despite the high level of 
generalisability of the ‘political and cultural norms’ of this public, ‘how exactly pedagogical processes 
operate’ is not easy to investigate. This point does apply to preparedness research which tends to focus 
on examining governments’ policy approaches; a political and cultural norm. Preston et al.’s (2011) work 
is one of the rare empirical studies that investigated the operation of a pedagogical process. They con-
ducted interviews of policy-makers and focus groups of two diferent ethnic communities to fnd out 
in Savage’s terms, ‘what exactly educate the public’ and ‘what educates the people’ in the examination 
of the ‘Preparing for Emergencies’ campaign against ‘terorism threats’.4
The other chalenge posed by Savage (2014, 83) stems from the public sphere becoming increasingly 
transnational because of cultural, economic and political globalisation. As a result, ‘notions of coher-
ent political publics cary less weight’. This does not seem to be the case in the feld of preparedness 
education. One piece of comparative research (Kitagawa, Preston, and Chadderton, 2016) concludes 
that distinctive systems of preparedness have arisen historicaly in each country, and that it is difcult 
to change the trajectory of a system, which has led to fewer cases of efective policy borowing from 
other systems. Again, an explanation for the non-convergent nature of preparedness systems can be 
that preparedness agendas vary from country to country. However, Savage’s (2014, 83) folowing point 
is relevant to preparedness research: in the curent global and transnational climate, ‘the people and 
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their politics … are educated by many other peoples and politics …. the education of citizens within 
a public cannot be understood by focusing solely on the educative infuences produced within that 
specifc political public’. Such ‘interconnectedness’ is increasingly recognised in the feld of disaster 
management,5 and pedagogies for preparedness should also take the interconnected nature of dis-
asters into consideration.
Popular publics have been dominant in cultural studies that treat ‘everyday’ ‘cultural texts, artefacts 
and discourses as educative’ (Savage 2014, 84). This coresponds to Sandlin et al.’s typology ‘popular 
culture and everyday life’. ‘Popular publics are less likely to be spatialy referenced, because they come 
into being through processes of cultural distribution and consumption that often transcend specifc 
geographical or political felds’ (Savage 2014, 84). As opposed to an individual being ‘the political public’, 
an individual can potentialy be limitless ‘popular publics’, each of which operating diferently within 
and across diferent political publics (Savage 2014, 85). Such phenomenon is amplifed under rapid 
technological advancement and cultural globalisation. This group of publics is ‘self-organising’ (Warner 
2002 cited in Savage 2014, 84) and self-nurturing, but their formation depends on ‘complex processes of 
address and response’ because ‘the way this public is assembled and the scale of its publicness depends 
on the extent to which the act of addressing an unknown pubic … elicits a response’ (Savage 2014, 
84). Popular publics often communicate about disaster-related maters via social media such as blogs 
and Twiter. Disaster alert applications, such as the American Red Cross’ mobile apps (2016) or ‘Disaster 
Alert’ developed by the Pacifc Disaster Center (2016), which are becoming widely available, can also 
evoke popular publics because of their borderless nature, although these platforms are provided by 
professional bodies, they are not necessarily ‘self-organising’.
The third public is typifed as concrete. By this Savage (2014) means a form of public that is ‘evoked to 
analyse spatialy bounded spaces of learning, including cultural institutions … or geographicaly defned 
spaces’. This public difers from other publics for its focus on ‘the concrete audience’, who are a group of 
a public ‘bounded by’ an event or a shared physical space, such as theatre plays and public demonstra-
tions (Savage 2014, 86). Such a feature leads to specifc processes of address and response. The scale 
of address is ‘relatively tight’ since it is the choice of the addressees to be addressed through atending 
a theatrical performance or a demonstration. However, ‘the concrete nature of these publics has the 
potential to become popular, and this can have political implications’ (Savage 2014, 87) because curent 
technology permits the sharing of almost any address. A number of spatialy-bounded preparedness 
projects have been developed around the world, these include the September 11 Memorial & Museum 
in the US, the Disaster Reduction and Human Renovation Institution in Japan6 or the Tangiwai Memorial 
in New Zealand.7 These sites are built on the basis of the ‘earnest wish of people who experienced’ the 
disaster ‘to beter prepare our society against … disasters’ (Disaster Reduction and Human Renovation 
Institution 2015). Their purposes are clearly defned, put forward and shared with addressees. Concrete 
publics fal under ‘informal institutions and public spaces’ in the Sandlin, O’Maley, and Burdick’s (2011) 
typology. These sites are from the outset, built with specifc pedagogical aims, and the visitors are very 
much aware of what to expect.
Savage’s framework has helped clarify the types of ‘public’ that preparedness literature deals with 
and their pedagogical implications. While this paper agrees with Savage’s (2014, 89) point that ‘it is 
crucial to recognise that diferent publics exist’ and that public is ‘not one thing’ and everybody belongs 
to ‘multiple and intersecting publics’, inquiring ‘publics’ simply by spatial boundaries does not fuly 
detect the complexity of ‘publicness’ involved in preparedness. This paper therefore draws on Biesta’s 
(2014, 16) work that ofers ‘an understanding of public pedagogy as … a specifc form of doing educa-
tional ‘work’, in which pedagogy ‘operates’ in a public way’. On the basis of the role of the pedagogue 
‘who conducts intentional educational work’, as wel as pedagogical locations and pedagogical forms, 
Biesta (2014, 21) proposes three distinctions: a pedagogy for the public, a pedagogy of the public and a 
pedagogy in the interest of publicness.
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A pedagogy for the public, of the public and in the interest of publicness in 
preparedness education
Biesta (2014, 16) views that the role of public pedagogy scholarship is to join ‘the educational and the 
political’ and locate ‘both frmly in the public sphere’. Drawing on Marquand (2004 cited in Biesta 2014), 
Biesta (2014, 17) starts by articulating the discussion on ‘the decline of the public sphere’.8 Biesta defnes 
‘the public sphere’ as a set of ‘institutions and activities that mediate the relations between society and 
the state’ (Mitchel 1995, 116 cited in Biesta 2014, 17). The public sphere has been threatened because 
the public logic of democratic decision-making, public duty and colective-interest have been taken 
over by the neoliberal market logic of choice, quality and self-interest, turning citizens into ‘consumers 
of public services’. The public sphere should not be considered as ‘a physical location but as a certain 
quality of social interaction’, in which ‘the public interest’ is defned and ‘public goods’ are produced. For 
Marquand (2004, 4 cited in Biesta 2014, 18), the public sphere has ‘its own norms and decision rules’. The 
human relationships in the public sphere therefore difer from those of ‘love, friendship and personal 
connection’ or of ‘interest and incentive’ that characterise the private sphere.
In probing what ‘norms and decision rules’ characterise the public sphere, Biesta turns to Arendt’s 
theory on the interelationships between action, plurality and freedom. ‘Action’, which is one of the modes 
of human beings’ ‘active life’ (Arendt 1958 cited in Biesta 2014, 18), is ‘an end in itself, and its defning 
quality’ is ‘freedom’ – the freedom ‘to take initiative, to begin something new, to bring something new 
into the world’. ‘“Freedom as beginning” implies that freedom is not an inner feeling or a private expe-
rience but something that is by necessity a public and hence a political phenomenon (Biesta 2014, 18)’. 
Freedom hence requires a public space to make its appearance. Freedom thus only exists in action, but 
‘we cannot act in isolation’ (Biesta 2014, 19):
If I were to begin something but no one would respond, nothing would folow from my initiative, and, as a result, 
my beginnings would not come into the world. I would not appear in the world. But if … others do take up my 
beginnings, I do come into the world, and in precisely this moment – but not before or after – I am free.
Actions are never possible without others, without plurality. 
As soon as we erase plurality – the otherness of others by atempting to control how they respond to our initiatives 
– we deprive others of their actions and their freedom, and as a result, we deprive ourselves of our possibility to 
act, and hence of our freedom. (Biesta 2014, 19)
 Plurality is therefore ‘the condition of human action’ (Arendt 1958, 8 cited in Biesta 2014, 19), and it 
is only under the condition of plurality that action is possible and freedom can appear – ‘democratic 
freedom-as-beginning, not liberal freedom-as-sovereignty or communitarian freedom-as-sameness’ 
(Biesta 2014, 20). Once ‘acting in concert’ (Arendt 1958 cited in Biesta 2014, 20) is reduced by regulating 
or fltering public spaces and by ‘prescribing and policing what is “proper” and what is “deviant”’, the 
conditions under which action is possible and freedom can appear wil be eliminated.
With the above understanding of ‘acting in concert’ to ‘begin something new’, Biesta (2014, 21) 
ofers three ‘readings’ of public pedagogy and explores what kind of activities are appropriate in the 
public sphere. ‘Each provides a diferent conception of what it means to make pedagogy public’ and ‘to 
conduct intentional educational work ‘in’ the public sphere’. Biesta emphasises ‘in which public sphere’ 
is signifcant because the three conceptions of public pedagogy consider the ‘location’ diferently, and 
therefore ‘the connection between pedagogy and public’ diferently. What distinguishes the three most, 
however, ‘lies precisely in what the public pedagogue does’.
A pedagogy for the public refers to a pedagogy ‘aimed at the public’ (Biesta 2014, 21). The pedagog-
ical form taken in this pedagogy is instructive, and the pedagogical location becomes something like 
an imagined ‘giant school’. Under such circumstances, the main role of the pedagogue is ‘to instruct’ 
the citizens ‘how to behave’ (Biesta 2014, 22). This form of public pedagogy can be identifed when the 
state, or its agent, teaches legal or moral lessons to its population. There may wel be ‘public curicula’ 
which prescribe what to teach. A pedagogy for the public is the most visible and conventional form of 
public pedagogy in the feld of disaster preparedness. Research has been focused around preparedness 
for the public as wel. As discussed in an earlier section, ‘Duck and Cover’ drils introduced in the 1950s 
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in the US and the ‘Geting over 7/7’ flm made in 2005 in the UK are the examples of states acting as 
pedagogues and instructing their populations ‘how to behave’ in an emergency situation.
Biesta’s view that a pedagogy for the public risks of ‘the erasure of plurality’ and ‘the conditions for 
politics and freedom’ can also be identifed in the context of preparedness education. For example, 
based on critical whiteness studies and critiques of white supremacy, Preston (2008, 2010) argues that 
the protection of whiteness, particularly that of the white middle-class family, was prioritised in civil 
defence pedagogies in the US in the 1950s and the UK in the 1980s, which was ‘a joint and refexive 
project’ of the states, communities and families. He goes on to argue that the state deployed ‘racialised 
and eugenic discourse’ to emphasise the importance of the continuity of whiteness in the context of 
an ‘emergency’ – both real and ‘imagined’ – for ‘symbolic maintenance’ (Preston 2008, 480). Preston 
(2015) also looks at US government propaganda flms of the 1960s. Promoting post-nuclear survival 
by building protected schools and other facilities, those flms conveyed another message about racial 
assimilation. An absence of disaster education in Germany is an unusual example of a pedagogy for the 
public. Chadderton (2015a) argues that one of the major reasons for the German state not promoting 
disaster education derives from Germany’s war history – the state has to portray itself as ‘a functioning 
democracy’, which successfuly provides the citizens with safety. This is the ‘lesson’ given to the citizens 
– but by not ofering public disaster education.
Biesta (2014, 22) then moves on to suggest the next level of public pedagogy: a pedagogy of the 
public. In order for public pedagogy to be operated as ‘a form of human togetherness in which freedom 
can appear’, he argues that the pedagogical form has to be ‘learning rather than instruction’. ‘The peda-
gogical work is not done from the outside…but is located within democratic processes and practices’. 
Nominated by the public themselves, the pedagogue plays the role of a facilitator in an imagined 
‘giant adult education class’. No prescribed curiculum is necessary for this public, but there may be a 
set of agreements to be shared. Refering to Freire’s notion of conscientization, ‘a process aimed at the 
generation of critical awareness and “critical consciousness”’, Biesta (2014) indicates that this form of 
public pedagogy values the processes of ‘colective political learning’, which relates ‘much beter to the 
idea of plurality’. The perspective that preparedness is pedagogical, not the transmission of information, 
sits wel in this form of public pedagogy.
Biesta (2014, 22) however, expresses a concern for this form of public pedagogy because it ‘brings 
democracy under a regime of learning’. More concretely, he suggests that ‘learning is not some kind of 
open and natural process that can go in any direction but is rather a very particular and specifc regime’, 
which demands citizens to learn and alows the ‘politics of learning’ in place. Under such regime, social 
and political problems are replaced with learning problems, which then become learners’ individual 
responsibilities (Biesta 2014, 23). A similar point is also suggested by Preston (2010, 2012). A shift in 
policy discourse from ‘national defence’ or ‘homeland security’, or ‘disaster management’ for that mater, 
to ‘preparedness’ and ‘resilience’ is about transfering the focus from the state to the individual. Within 
the former, ‘the individual is in the service of the nation and individuals are paterned on the survival 
of the state’, whereas in the later, ‘the individual embodies the values of the state, with a covert form 
of nationalism in evidence’ (Preston 2012, 2). The ‘politicised’ nature of learning is discussed in the study 
of the ‘Preparing for Emergencies’ campaign. Preparedness as a public pedagogy draws ‘increasingly 
on theories of learning rather than public information’ (Preston et al. 2011, 750). This means that pre-
paredness is increasingly aimed at ‘realising the political’ (Giroux 2004 quoted in Preston et al. 2011, 
750) ‘in terms of not only responsibilisation but also through defning the subject of security as “the 
other”’. Another example of a politicised pedagogy of the public can be identifed in the ‘Resilient New 
Zealand’ programme, which is a government intervention. However, as the Civil Defence Emergency 
Management Act 2002 states, one of the main purposes of the programme is clearly to ‘encourage 
and enable communities to achieve acceptable levels of risk by identifying risks and applying risk 
reduction management practices’ (Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management 2016). Such 
focus on ‘community resilience’ is linked with ‘community learning’, permiting the state to renounce 
responsibility (Chadderton 2015b).
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For Biesta (2014), both a pedagogy for the public (which permits the authority of ‘the instructor’) and 
a pedagogy of the public (which shifts responsibilities from the colective to individuals) eradicate ‘the 
public condition of plurality under which action is possible and freedom can appear’. Moving beyond 
these restricted forms of public pedagogies, Biesta (2014, 23) argues for an alternative form, which works 
‘at the intersection of education and politics’, in pursuance of democracy – that is, a pedagogy in the 
interest of publicness. This form of public pedagogy aims at ‘an enactment of a concern for “publicness”’, 
which is ‘a concern for the public quality of human togetherness and thus for the possibility of actors 
and events to become public’. Becoming public is therefore about ‘the achievement of forms of human 
togetherness in which action is possible and freedom can appear’. The pedagogical form is no longer 
instruction or facilitation as was the case in the previous two forms of public pedagogies, but becomes 
more ‘activist’, ‘experimental’ and ‘demonstrative’ (Biesta 2014, 23). Being activist means that the action 
aims to develop ‘real alternatives’ – ‘alternative ways of being and doing’ and ‘of acting in concert’ – ‘that 
reclaim opportunities for public relationships-in-plurality’. Such alternatives ‘resist and push back’ both 
‘the logic of the market’ and ‘incursions from the private sphere’. Such alternatives are therefore bound 
to be experimental. ‘New ways of ‘doing’ schooling’, for example, are suggested – instead of focusing on 
‘individual advantage, competition and excelence’, ‘public ways of acting in concert’ can be developed 
through ‘cooperation and the hard work of living together in plurality and diference’. This form of public 
pedagogy is ‘a pedagogy of demonstration’ (Biesta 2014, 23) – ‘not a curiculum that has to be taught or 
has to be learned’ – because ‘such forms of experimental activism … demonstrate … that things not only 
should be done diferently but actualy can be done diferently’, and that ‘there is always an alternative 
… against the often heard claim from politicians and policy makers that there is no alternative’. Thus, 
a pedagogy in the interest of publicness is ‘entirely public, both in its orientation and in its execution’ 
(Biesta 2014 23). For Biesta, it is this form of public pedagogy that restores the public sphere, in which 
the public logic of democratic decision-making, public duty and colective-interest is served.
There is not sufcient evidence on disaster preparedness initiatives which are activist, experimental 
and demonstrative because preparedness education research has so far focused on the policy and 
practice at the national level. Amongst what Preston (2012, 6) refers to as ‘folk preparedness pedago-
gies’, which is an under-researched area being outside of ‘ofcial discourse’, a pedagogy in the interest 
of publicness may be found. The chalenge for researchers is, however, folk pedagogies tend to be 
‘individual depiction of the best strategies to undertake in an emergency’ (Preston 2012, 6), which are 
less likely to be oriented toward ‘acting in concert’ to alow ‘relationships-in-plurality’. Pedagogies of 
‘transmedia’ mentioned earlier also have a potential. Transmedia has changed the perception of ‘citizens’ 
from ‘“passive” responders’ to ofcial corespondents, and to ‘active agents’. It can be considered that 
pedagogies of transmedia are activist, experimental and demonstrative. Nevertheless, to what extent 
transmedia activities have ‘plurality’ is questionable, given the individualised nature of new media 
discussed earlier. One probable model of ‘doing’ preparedness diferently and ‘in concert’ is what is 
refered to as ‘everyday-life preparedness [seikatsu bosai]’ (Shiroshita 2010; Yamori 2011) promoted by 
a group of preparedness education researchers in Japan.
Everyday-life preparedness in the interest of publicness
Until the 1995 Hanshin/Awaji Earthquake, the pedagogical approach to disaster preparedness in Japan 
was state-led and instructive, delivered by experts. The 1995 earthquake made the government and the 
population realise such preparedness for the public had limitations in case of a catastrophic disaster. 
As the year 1995 has been refered to as ‘the start year of volunteering’, the earthquake triggered civic 
participation in preparedness activities (Kitagawa 2010). Volunteering of the public was considered as 
part of lifelong learning activities, contributing to the development of ‘the third sector’. Nevertheless, 
when the government promoted volunteering, it became subjected to ‘politics of learning’ – because of 
its individual responsibility which suits neo-liberal principles (Kitagawa, forthcoming). As an alternative 
to these forms of preparedness pedagogies, everyday-life preparedness emerged.
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Everyday-life preparedness involves a new conceptualisation of disaster preparedness. Yamori, one of 
the advocates of everyday-life preparedness, explains that it is ‘rooted in life as a whole’ and ‘embedded 
in the culture of life’:
Everyday-life preparedness does not consider disaster prevention/reduction as an independent activity separated 
from other aspects of everyday life. Rather, it emphasises integrating disaster prevention/reduction activities into 
every activity in daily life – ranging from work, study, hobby and leisure at the individual level, to elder care, children’s 
safety, festivals and sport events at the societal level. In other words, disaster prevention/reduction activities must 
be ‘built in’ to these daily activities. (2011, 1)
Everyday-life preparedness requires a shift from the preparedness of which the goal is ‘optimisation’ 
to a preparedness which starts with ‘what your own circumstances are’ (Yamori 2011, 29). When pre-
paredness is instructed by the state and taught by a smal number of experts, local communities and 
individual citizens tend to be reluctant to get involved due to a lack of resources and time. ‘Built-in’ 
preparedness is not additional. One example of everyday-life preparedness is a community project caled 
‘Rediscovering My Hometown’ organised by a group of citizens for the enhancement of local children’s 
disaster preparedness (Watanabe 2000 cited in Yamori 2011, 69, 70). Without a reference to ‘disaster 
preparedness’, the project is designed as a fun educational activity for the children to walk around and 
learn more about their hometown. Communicating with the local population, the children fnd out 
where convenience stores, petrol stations or hospitals are, where vulnerable people live and whether 
any hazards and risks exist. The children put together colected pieces of information and create a 
local map, which is shared in the community. Such a grassroots initiative is considered efective in the 
development of community preparedness (Yamori 2011).
The signifcance of ‘built-in’ preparedness has been reinforced since the Great East Japan Earthquake 
and Tsunami of 2011 (Kitagawa, forthcoming). Both the government and the population realised that the 
existing preparedness approach was not sufcient, even if individual disaster reduction systems were 
al optimised, and that there was a need to focus more on building ‘a sense of community’, ‘a helping 
culture’ and ‘readiness as usual’ (Yamori 2011, 30) to build ‘a wealth of culture of disaster preparedness’ 
to cohabit with natural disasters (Kitagawa 2015b). In this light, everyday-life preparedness focuses more 
on the notion of ‘disaster reduction’ that appreciates the benefts of nature and to minimise possible 
damage, than the notion of ‘disaster prevention’ that controls the power of nature (Yamori 2011, 3).
It is premature to claim every pedagogy of everyday-life preparedness is in the interest of publicness, 
however, the pedagogical location, the pedagogical form and the pedagogue of everyday-life prepar-
edness corespond to those of a pedagogy for the interest of publicness. In the case of ‘Rediscovering 
My Hometown’, for example, it is initiated and delivered by the general public; a citizens’ group and local 
children. They voluntarily, actively and colectively engaged in preparedness building and experientialy 
tried out and yielded a new preparedness methodology. Moving away from the mode of instruction or 
facilitation, both the organisers and the children developed their own version of preparedness, exercis-
ing agency, through walking around in togetherness, colecting information and communicating with 
the local population; this was a pedagogy of demonstration. The local map, which was the output of a 
democratic process, became public property. Thus, the ‘Rediscovering My Hometown’ project can be 
considered as entirely public, both in its orientation and in its execution.
Conclusion
This paper was initialy developed on the basis of an observation that there was a missing conceptual 
link between ‘preparedness education’ and ‘public pedagogy’. Because of informal approaches often 
taken in the pedagogies of preparedness, preparedness authors have tended to claim that preparedness 
education is a type of public pedagogy. The paper has argued that this association could and should 
be strengthened conceptualy. Highlighting how preparedness education research had focused on 
examining ‘pedagogies’ of preparedness, the paper delved into diferent meanings of ‘publics’ and 
their implications for pedagogies. Two theories were applied in deepening the understanding of ‘pub-
lics’. Savage clarifes the spatial boundaries of publics, questioning ‘where’ a public belongs. Although 
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‘publics’ in preparedness literature can be classifed under political, popular and concrete publics, the 
paper demonstrated that the framework does not necessarily capture the curent debates in the feld 
of preparedness education. The paper hence chose Biesta’s theory, which addresses the forms of ped-
agogies and pedagogues, as wel as the locations of pedagogies, emphasising the political functions 
of public pedagogies. The framework of a pedagogy of the public, for the public and in the interest of 
publicness has alowed a depiction of a variety of approaches in preparedness education, ranging from 
a state-led instruction model, to an individual-learning model and to an everyday-life model. The paper 
went on to suggest that everyday-life preparedness has a potential to become a pedagogy in the interest 
of publicness, being an alternative experimental pedagogy of demonstration, in which citizens act in 
togetherness to develop their own preparedness methodologies.
The above analysis thus confrms that preparedness education can comfortably be situated within 
the feld of public pedagogy, with the clarifcation of the diferences in ‘publics’, utilising Biesta’s theory. 
Preparedness education research has focused on the ‘pedagogy’ aspect of public pedagogy, overlooking 
the ‘public’ aspect of it. It is argued that the theoretical connection between preparedness education 
scholarship and public pedagogy scholarship can be enhanced through the diferentiation between 
a pedagogy of the public, for the public and in the interest of publicness. It is also suggested that being 
aware of diferent publics wil also broaden the areas of inquiries in the feld of preparedness education.
One further observation is that it is probably unrealistic for a country to have al its preparedness 
education taking a form of a pedagogy in the interest of publicness. In fact, preparedness education 
should not entirely be pedagogies in the interest of publicness. In order for a population to be prepared 
for various disaster scenarios, preparedness education requires the combination of al three forms of 
pedagogies: state-led instructions, facilitated individual learning and act-in-concert civic activities. 
This is the specifc feature that disaster preparedness entails. For instance, the frst responders after a 
large-scale disaster should be organised by the government – the central and/or the regional – rather 
than citizens because the former caters for resources and equipment. In comparison with Biesta’s ‘evo-
lutionary’ perspective that public pedagogies should move away from a pedagogy of the public and a 
pedagogy for the public to become a pedagogy in the interest of publicness, the goal of preparedness 
education is not necessarily about evolving into the third model, but balancing between the three 
(Kitagawa, forthcoming).
Two particular agendas remain, which require clarifcation in order to establish the relationship 
between preparedness education and public pedagogy. The frst is about how to deal with public-pri-
vate colaboration in preparedness that is increasing in, for example, New Zealand and Japan. Both the 
governments and experts argue that the notion of colaboration is very much at the centre of prepar-
edness building (Kitagawa, forthcoming). Does the feld of public pedagogy accept such involvement 
of the ‘private’? How can we understand such colaborations that occurs in the public sphere? These 
questions deserve investigation. The other agenda is a need for inquiries into the practice of built-in pre-
paredness. Ishihara and Matsumura (2014), for example, propose three diferent types of everyday-life 
preparedness: everyday-life preparedness in the local community, everyday-life preparedness in the family, 
and various resources for everyday-life preparedness. Empirical studies to probe how they manifest in 
practice, and what their processes of acting in concert are required.
Notes
1.  There is a book entitled Disaster Education (2011), edited by Shaw, Shiwaku and Takeuchi. The authors specialise 
in environmental studies.
2.  Designed as strategies for emotional management for citizens to cope with trauma and upheaval, aiming to foster 
in them ‘a positive emotional atitude to preparedness’ (Preston 2012, 4).
3.  Meaning ‘Do It Yourself instructions’, provide guidance to citizens for them to construct their own shelters or to 
store food and water in the event of a crisis.
4.  Aleafet was distributed to every household in the UK, which was folowed by a television campaign.
5.  ‘Interconnectedness’ is one of the major themes in the Anytown Project led by London Resilience in the Greater 
London Authority.
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6.  Amuseum and research institute built in memory of the 1995 Hanshin/Awaji Earthquake in Japan, which kiled 
6500 people.
7.  A night express plunged into the fooded Whangaehu River at Tangiwai on Christmas Eve 1954, kiling 151 
passengers. The worst railway disaster in New Zealand’s history.
8.  Marquand’s term is the public ‘domain’. Habermas favours the public ‘sphere’. Biesta treats both as equivalent.
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